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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the above-identified application In view of the following 
amendments and remarks is respectfuUy requested. 

Claims 1-5 are rejected. Independent claim 1 has been amended.. Claims 1-5 are 

pMiding. 

Claims 1 stands objected to because of an alleged informality. Similarly, claim 1 
stands rejected under 35 USC §112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written 
description. Moreover, Claims 1-5 stand rejected under 35 USC §112, second paragraph 
as allegedly being indefinite for foiling to particularly point out and distincUy claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. In response to all three 
olyections and rejections applicant response by noting that the objections and rejections 
are now moot based upon the amwidraent to the base claim. 

Claims 1- 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Evans et al (US 5.822,487) in view of Orita (US Pat Appl Pub. No. 
2002/0134114) and Hart Jr. et al. (US 5,418.881). AppUcants respectfully traverse this 
ground for rejection. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites a method for drawing an optical fiber from an 
optical-fiber prefonn, the method comprising, inter alia, wherein Has first and second 
spin-forming steps scnnentialiv aPttHed and the first spin-farming step is npplM lg 
the oiftical fiber to minimize the orim arv nftlarization-mode dispersion depending 
on distance a nd the second spin-forming step is apnlicd to the optical fiber to minimize 
ff^^«,.>i«irv ^nlariiatioii-mndc dtspcrsio n denendlng on the wavelengtfL 

Support for the amendment to the base claim is fbund in the specification on page 
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10, line 4-8. M addition, this feature is illustrated in the graphs presented in FIQ 3 
(wavelength by) and discussed on page 7, line 2-21 and FIG 4 (length) page 9, lines 21^2 
to page 10, line 1 -3. No new matter was added. 

Applicants respectfiiUy submit that Evans, Orita, and Hart, Jr. do not, either 
alone or in combination, show or teach the present invention ^as set forth in the above 
claim^ 

Regaiding Evans, that reference as discussed in our August 31, 2006 response to 
the June 15, 2006 Office Action only shows one wheel as illustrated in FIG. 5, reference 
character 22. Moreover, Evans's spin rates arc a.function of fiber length as illustrated in 
FiGs. 7-10. Accordingly, Evans fails to teach a second spin-forming step b applied to 
rt,. ontic^l fiber tn minimfae secoff ^^ ^ pnl»ri«ition-inode dispersion depending on 
the waveUneth, as recited in the amended base claim. 

Regarding Orita, that reference teaches a 'first and second wheel.' However, Orita, 
provides two »t«iini.ar-v. non-« "t"p non>swingittg reciprocating rollers along a 
center axis of rotation in opposite moving directions [00211, Orita discloses in FIG 5 
that its invention provides a reduction in PMD as a function of distance {{psyfjm). 

* 

Accordingly, Orita fails to teach a second spin-forming step is applied to the optical 
fiber to minltnfae BecQitilai-v nolari z ^rinn-mnde dispersion depending on the 
wavdeneth as recited in the amended base claim 

Regarding, Hart's 'guide roller, 1912,' that roller "prior to tak&^up" in the 
snoQling stage and teaches a different operability than the present invention as admitted 
by the Office Action f" orevciit elas^ ^^' ♦wi.t in the fiber" not minimlring PMD). 
Accordingly. Hart fails to teach a second spin-forming step is applied to the optical fiber 
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, ,^ Lriz^ ri ^i^c.^^'-^nn dcnefdinp on th^ w^etength as 

recited iti the amended base claim. 

Accordingly, all three references. Evans, Orita and Hart fail to teach or suggest a 
second spin-formins step is upplieci to the oprtr.l fiber to ^ifniz. secondary 
^,,..,,ii.n.mi>de d»»r— H.nendiH^ on the H^avelength as incited in the amended 

base claim. 

Therefore, applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this ground of rejection. 

The other claims in this appUcation axe each dependent from the independent 
claim discussed above and are therefore beUeved patentable for Ihe same reasons. Since 
each dependent claim is also deemed to define an additional aspect of the invention, 
however, the individual consideration of the patentability of each on its own merits is 
respectfully requested. 
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for all U» tegotaj masons, « is t«p«tMly sultmitted that all the present 
cum. are P«„.*l= to "cw of .he dted references. A Notice of AUow™:e is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully sjibmitted, 



Date: Febraary 26, 2007 



Steve S, Cha, Reg. No. 44,069 

Cha&Reiter 

210 Route 4 East, #103 

Parauiixs^NI 07652 

Telephone: (201) 226-9245 

Facsiirile: (201)226-6246 




By: ^^^eve S. Cha 
Attorney for Applicant 
RegLsttation No. 44,069 
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